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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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earned patent term adjustment See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )D Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 
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10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claims 

1 . The claims pending in this application are claims 1-7. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statements (IDS's) submitted on 17 February 2004 
and 26 April 2004 were considered by the examiner. 

Title 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

The following title is suggested: 

ARTICLES MADE FROM POLYUREAURETHANE DISPERSIONS. 

Summary of Base Claim 

4. The base, or independent, claim of this application is claim 1 . It can be 
summarized as follows: 

Claim 1 covers an article made from a polyureaurethane aqueous dispersion. 
Note : A "polyureaurethane" is deemed to mean a polymer containing linkages 
produced from conventional polyurea- and polyurethane-forming reactants. 

Specification 

5. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: the term 
"THF" (recited at page 4, line 20 of the specification) is not defined in the specification. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Application/Control Number: 10/780,380 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1772 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as failing to set 
forth the subject matter which applicant(s) regard as their invention. Evidence that 
claims 1-7 fail(s) to correspond in scope with that which applicant(s) regard as the 
invention can be found in the specification at page 4, lines 19-22. In that passage, 
applicants have stated that the polymers in their dispersions must be made from THF- 
based materials, and this statement indicates that the invention is different from what is 
defined in the claim(s) because the claims do not call for the use of THF-based 
materials. 

Also, please note that the specification has been objected to for failing to define 
THF" with specificity. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lipkin et 
al (US 5,998,540). 

Lipkin was cited in an IDS. 

Lipkin teaches the dipping of forms into coagulant bath, followed by dipping in 
polyurethane dispersion (col. 6, lines 38-49). The Lipkin polyurethane dispersions are 
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aqueous (abstract) and are used to make gloves (col. 1, line 37). Its polyurethanes are 
derived from polyols, isocyanates and amine-functional extenders (col. 3, lines 4-10). 

The polyurethane art is well aware than isocyanates react with amines to yield 
urea linkages and that isocyanates react with polyols to yield urethane linkages. 

The properties recited in claims 2 through 6 would be inherent in the gloves of 
Lipkin because they are made using the same polyureaurethane dispersions that 
applicants use. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

11. Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderle et al (abstract of WO 02/08327A1 ) in view of applicants' admission at page 
4,lines 19-35. 

Anderle was cited in an IDS. 
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Anderle teaches gloves made from aqueous polyurethane dispersions (abstract, 
first and penultimate lines). Use of such dispersions is less hazardous than solvent- 
based dispersions when making gloves (lines 8-1 0 of the abstract). It fails to teach the 
polyureaurethanes recited in applicants' claims. 

The admission states that stable aqueous polyureaurethane dispersions having 
"wide utility" have been known since 1996 (see especially lines 19-20 and 29). 

Anderle and the admission are analogous because both deal with polyurethane 
dispersions. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to employ the dispersions discussed in the specification to make the 
gloves of Anderle from the dispersions of the specification in view of the dispersions' 
wide utility. 

The motivation to employ the stable aqueous polyureaurethane dispersions 
described in the specification in Anderle's gloves and processes is found in the Anderle 
abstract, where the use of aqueous dispersions is said to be less hazardous than 
solvent-based ones. 

It is deemed desirable to make gloves via processes that are less hazardous in 
order to address environmental/labor concerns in manufacturing. 

In the absence of convincing objective evidence to the contrary, the use of 
coagulants is deemed an obvious step in the making of gloves via conventional dipping 
operations. 
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The properties recited in claims 2-6 are deemed latent properties in gloves 
suggested by the combined teachings of Anderle and the admission. 

Double Patenting 

12. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

13. Claim 1 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 19 of copending 
Application No. 10/700,859 ("the '859 application") in view of Anderle. 

The '859 application shares an inventor with this application. 
This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 
The '859 application, in claim 19, covers polyureaurethane dispersions. It fails to 
claim articles made therewith. 

Anderle is discussed above. 

The '859 claim and the Anderle publication are analogous because both deal 



with polyurethane dispersions. 



Application/Control Number: 10/780,380 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1772 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to employ the dispersion of the '859 application to make the gloves of 
Anderle in order to lessen manufacturing hazards. 

The motivation to employ the dispersions of the '859 application to make the 
gloves of Anderle is found in lines 8-10 of Anderle's abstract, where aqueous 
dispersions are said to lessen hazards. 

It is deemed desirable to make gloves via processes that are less hazardous in 
order to address environmental/labor concerns in manufacturing. 
14. Claim 1 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 8 of copending 
Application No. SN. 10/701,317 ("the '317 application") in view of Anderle. 

The '317 application shares an inventor with this application. It has been 
published as pre-grant publication US20040171745. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

The '317 application, in claim 19, covers polyureaurethane dispersions. It fails to 
claim articles made therewith. 

Anderle is discussed above. 

The '317 claim and the Anderle publication are analogous because both deal 
with polyurethane dispersions. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to employ the dispersion of the '317 application to make the gloves of 
Anderle in order to lessen manufacturing hazards. 



Application/Control Number: 10/780,380 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 1772 

The motivation to employ the dispersions of the '317 application to make the 
gloves of Anderle is found in lines 8-10 of Anderle's abstract, where aqueous 
dispersions are said to lessen hazards. 

It is deemed desirable to make gloves via processes that are less hazardous in 
order to address environmental/labor concerns in manufacturing. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication should be addressed to Sandra M. 
Nolan-Rayford, at telephone number 571/272-1495. She can be reached Monday 
through Thursday, from 6:30 am to 4:00 pm, ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner are unsuccessful, contact her supervisor, 
Harold Pyon, at 571/272-1498. 

The fax number for patent application documents is 703/872-9306. 



Conclusion 



S. M. Nolan-Rayford ^ 
Primary Examiner 
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